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PROGRAMS AT THE ELEMENTARY LEVEL
Advisor: Dr. Brenda Rogers
Thesis dated July, 1988
It has been alleged that human rights of the severe behavior disordered students
are being violated in public school-based treatment programs. The purpose of this study
was to examine large city public school districts’ policies regarding the treatment of
students with severe behavior disorders at the elementary school level. Twenty one
responding members of the Council of Great City Schools who served as the study
respondents were polled. All 43 public school districts who belong to the Council were
polled. These members were located in a city of at least 250,000 people and had 35,000
pupil population. It was hypothesized that no model policy existed in public school
districts for the treatment of students with severe behavior disorders at the elementary
school level. It was also hypothesized that there would be overall vacumms in policy
variables among public school districts for this populous. The two study hypotheses
were accepted. Three statistical measures were designed to analyze data. They were
measures of central tendency, measures of variability and frequency analysis. Average
mean scores were calculated. Three instruments designed by the researcher were used to
obtain study data. These were also used to test the two study hypotheses. Results
indicated a serious need to strengthen policy variables and to formulate policy to protect
these students’ human rights. It is therefore concluded that the development of model
policy for this populous would clarify and reduce conflict and confusion among
administrators, teachers, parents, and the courts.
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Public controversy, court rulings, and empirical research have alleged that the
human rights of students with severe behavior disorders are being violated in
school-based treatment programs under the guidelines of P.L. 94-142 (Singer & Irvin
1987). Students with severe behavior disorders are defined as those students who exhibit
consistent extreme behavioral excesses. Such behavior may include physical aggression
against others, self-abusive behaviors, destruction of property, tantrums, masturbation,
extreme non-compliance, and stealing. For the purpose of this paper. Singer and Irwin’s
definition will be used.
It is the intent of P.L. 94-142 to see that all handicapped students be educated in
the least restrictive environment. The least restrictive environment is an environment
where handicapped students receive an education with their nonhandicapped peers. The
provision of services to handicapped students whose behaviors are disruptive enough to
be considered harmful to themselves or to others is a dilemma in the school district that
must be resolved to comply with the laws of federal bodies. Compliance may also
involve state and local statues.
The courts’ interpretation of the least restrictive environment has given schools
little power to expel or exclude severe behavior disordered students under the zero
exclusion policy (Doe v. Roger. 1979: S-1 v. Turlington 1981: Sherry v. N.Y. State
Education Dept 1979: Stuart v. Nappi 1978).
More recently, the Supreme Court rendered a decision in (Honig v. Doe 1988)
that stated where there is an administrative action or court proceeding pending, local
school authorities may not unilaterally exclude disabled students from the classroom for
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dangerous or disruptive conduct growing out of their disabilities, (Honig v. Doe). This
invalidates the "dangerous exceptional clause" previously in effect in the Fifth Circuit in
S-1 V. Turlington. The removal or expulsion of a handicapped student must follow the
specified legal procedure based upon federal policy decisions.
The Supreme Court has held that if punishment is found to be excessive and that
if school teachers or officials demonstrate malice on their part, they may be subject to
criminal prosecution for assault and battery (Ingram v. Wright 1976). However, schools
were then given wide discretion in using corporal punishment, but such punishment was
to be reasonable and within the "bounds of moderation." The "bounds of moderation,"
when looking at intrusive behaviormodification strategies, may not always be applicable
because it is open to various interpretations as defined by the community and
professional standards. (Singer & Irvin 1986). In the past, schools relied upon parental
consent to protect them against possible lawsuits. The courts have also held that
informed parental consent is not sufficient enough to warrant the use of some
interventions where issues of constitutional human rights are involved (Milonas v.
Williams 1982).
Martin (1979), has warned that any person utilizing methods such as aversive
behavioral therapies with handicapped persons without the knowledge of court
legislation and litigation mandates governing their use, is inviting personal and
professional disaster. These issues can not be secondary consideration to school
administrators, teachers, and therapists.
Fomess (1985) has recommended a "clinical model of service." This would
permit other professionals who serve these students to shift from a position in which they
make unnecessary educational diagnostic and placement decisions to one of contributing
their expertise more systematically and appropriately to specific educational aspects.
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Educators could then struggle with policy to protect the human rights of severe behavior
disordered students.
Current Public School Strategies. Methods and Techniques
Because there is a national trend to deinstutitionalize students previously served
in residential treatment facilities, a growing number of handicapped students are entering
public school classrooms. (Bruininks, Mayers, Sigford & Laking, 1981). The use of
appropriate educational strategies, methods, and techniques to manage students with
severe behavior disorders in these classrooms is an issue facing school districts.
Compliance with the legality of the law and support for human rights must be congruent.
The initial effort in this matter should begin with the development of school district
policies to protect the rights of the individual, parents, and school districts. However, to
understand the concern of law makers and alleged violations of the rights of handicapped
students, it is necessary to look at strategies, methods, and techniques currently used in
public classrooms that are fueling controversy.
Recently, the courts have determined that some methods commonly used in
public school classrooms could be considered as intrusive. (Ingram v. Wright. Morales
V. Turmanl. Intrusive techniques are defined as being a causative agent producing
physical or psychological distress to the recipient of the treatment (Singer & Irvin). For
example, it was found by Zabel (1980) that 70 percent of 730 teachers used time out
procedures as a treatment strategy. The use of such strategies as time out, physical
restraint, isolations, behavior modification, and an array of other intervention strategies
to manage extreme behavior exhibited by the severe behavior disordered students could
be considered as intrusive under certain conditions by the courts. How these treatments
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are implemented and used in public classrooms needs to be clearly defined.
In the past the courts have equated time out procedures with solitary confinement
(seclusion) used in prisons; however, they now differentiate between several kinds of
time out and solitary confinement In Morales v. Turman, seclusion was sanctioned for
only 50 minutes and under circumstances where immediate physical harm to others or a
substantial disruption of the institutional routine occurred. The use of the term
substantial is arbitrary. Due process procedures were considered necessary in situations
where seclusion for disciplinary reasons was used. However, time out for short periods
of time did not warrant full due process procedures. The courts did make a distinction
between seclusion in a locked room and the use of legitimate time out procedures under
the supervision of professionals in a behavior program. The use of time out is conflictual
and open to many questions. Traditionally, consideration has been given to these factors
listed below:
1. Use of contingent observation, contingent exclusion or withdrawal. All
are prohibited or constrained in light of the Wvatt v. Sticknev (1972)
decisions.
2. Whether these rulings affect all forms of seclusion or only seclusion
involving a locked door.
3. Whether it is necessary to have full due process procedures using any
treatment or just with longer time out periods.
Cuenin and Harris (1986) identified three forms of time out in the classroom. They are:
1. Actual removing a student fi’om the time out in setting.
2. Isolation where the student is placed in an unlocked, separate, and barren
room.
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3. Exclusion, excluding a student from participating and observing on going
activities without removing the student from the room. That is, turning
the student’s chair to face a wall or placing the student behind a screen.
The courts have recognized time out as an indisputably effective strategy for
suppressing inappropriate behaviors if it is used simultaneously with shaping more
appropriate responses. It seems that teachers using time out need to consider the
parameters before implementing such procedures in the classrooms.
Time out issues are legally unclear. The most prudent and ethical procedure
would be to seek informed parental consent and the consent of a Human Rights
Commission referencing its use. When used improperly, it is considered a highly
aversive procedure (Cast 1977). Aversive refers to the use of specific continuous painful
or noxious stimuli. The legality of the use of some of these techniques stems from the
Eighth Amendment proscription against cruel and unusual punishment.
Corporal punishment is the most restrictive of all aversive therapy and is
considered as any kind of punishment inflicted on the body. All rulings of the court have
held that corporal punishment with handicapped persons is expressly forbidden (Horacek
V. Exon 1975; New York State Association for Retarded Citizens v. Carev 1975: Wvatt
V. Stickney). Morales v. Turman was the exception where slaps were allowed in
extreme circumstances. (Barton, Brulle & Repp, 1983).
Restraining refers to the restriction of an individual’s physical movement either
by physical or mechanical means. (Barton, Bruell & Repp). The use of restraint as a
treatment technique seems to be unsanctioned. In extreme cases, the supervision of a
mental health professional is required. In Wyatt v. Stickney restraint could be used to
prevent self-injury, but not as punishment. Other court cases involving restraint are
Wheeler v. Glass 1973; Pena v. New York Department of Social Services 1970; and
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Welsh V. Linkins 1974.
There are other areas of concern in the increasing controversy over the treatment
of severe behavior disordered students. Some of these controversial strategies
commonly used are:
1. medication for hyperactivity;
2. psychopharmacological agents to control anxiety;
3. dietary or nutritional approaches;
4. perceptual-motor programs for remediating;
5. physical patterning approaches related to neurological problems;
6. behaviormodification practices;
7. physical-aversive stimulation.
Although procedures for informed consent have been written concerning the
treatment of handicapped intervention methods, it appears that parents and guardians
who sign them do not clearly understand how they are used. Necessary informed
consent may not be sufficient to ensure that the requirements of due process have been
met. Parents often do not understand the language used in the Individual Education
Program (I.E.P.) Conferences, and seldom ask questions or make comment, (Goldstein,
Strickland, Turnbull, «& Curry, 1980).
Categorical Definition of Terminology
Policy formulation in the treatment of this handicapped populous could address
problems and is urgently needed. However, one of the issues impelling formulation of
such policy has been controversy over categorical definition of terminology.
In 1968, the Joint Commission on the Mental Health of Children and Youth
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found that 6.2% of emotionally disturbed children were psychotic, while 23% were
severely disturbed and 8-10% needed special services. Dunn (1973) found that the
prevalence variance by definition ranged from 0.02% to that of 15% in 1973. It was
suggested that possibly only 2-3% of American school children who are seriously
disturbed would be served in special education classrooms. The remaining 3-15% of
disturbed youth would be served by regular education teachers in regular classrooms
where these students would remain (Raiser & Nagel 1980). It was also found that
socially maladjusted children between the ages of 10-17, committed more than 1/2 of all
serious crimes in the country and when caught by police were quickly turned back into
society by the courts system. (Time 1977).
The controversy of categorical definition is yet to be resolved referencing who by
definition is in need of service and what those services should be. For example, autism
has been removed from the category of severely emotionally disturbed and placed in the
"other health impaired" category. Autism is defined as withdrawal or absorption in
fantasy, including personal and social isolation. (Moore, Abraham, & Laing). Both
categories are inappropriate since all autistic children are not severely emotionally
disturbed and the present category does little to define the condition. The Department of
Education selected the term and named it severely emotionally disturbed because
Congress had not addressed autism in P.L. 94-142. It is now defined by multitudinal
physiological symptoms (Bower 1982). Federal guidelines now classify autism under
the Developmental Disabilities Category.
(Bower) advocates for the term "emotionally disturbed" when referring to mental
disorders because it is the only handicapping condition that crosses all other abilities and
disabilities. How the term is defined for educational purposes may affect the quality and
degree of services received from one setting to another. Modification of terminology can
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do serious damage to research and the conceptual base from which the term is derived.
Therefore, public policy makers need to be responsible for establishing policies within
the context of social realities so that social and behavioral scientists can present then-
findings in special education with clarity and usefulness (Bower).
Statement of the Problem
When Congress passed P.L. 94-142, it envisioned that state and local educational
agencies would meet administrative demands to develop model policy. State educational
agencies (SEA) would need to submit to the federal government specific requirements
governing the state plan and local application of that plan. Practical demands for
standards were to be established as well as a method of action to monitor complaints and
investigate activities. A plan for the avoidance of litigation and reduction of policy
vacuums within federal requirements was expected. What did occur was that policies,
reviewed by Gerry (1985) from 1982-1984 containing approximately 35 state plans,
revealed a high incidence of the language of federal regulations. Policies lacked vision,
insight, and anticipation of events to come.
During the past years, court litigation has increased from 65 in 1977 to 255 in
1980 (Kaufman 1980). In the court case of Board v. Rowley (1982),it was held that the
courts were not to substitute their own notions for sound educational policy. However, it
was clear that where no policy existed the courts would have little alternative. Proactive
policy-making could fill the vacuum where litigation is concerned since many of the
changes in Special Education have been brought about by court litigation due to an
absence of clearly defined policy. For example, a number of landmark cases resulted.
(Turnbull 1986). In Diana v. State Board. (1970) and Larrv P. v. Wilson Riles, (1971)
heard in the State ofCalifornia, the court ruled in favor of the plaintiffs. The issue was
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overidenttfication of Hispanic and Black children in special education classes for the
mildly mental retarded. (Macmillan, Hendrick & Watkins 1988). A similar suit was
filed in New York, Lora v. Board of the City of New York, et al (1975) the issue was the
over identification and placement of Hispanic and Black children in special day school
programs because of severe emotional disturbances. The facts concerned due process
rights related to linguistic cultural and ethnic background differences.
The Court with the cooperation of outside experts and the school district gave
detailed attention to standards and procedures. Experts gave opinions that no pmely
objective procedures, as defined by policy, existed that permitted the determination of
whether students with emotional or behavior disorders required special education
placement (Wood, Johnson, & Jenkins, 1986). It appears that model policy formulation
is needed to reduce these complex and growing problems.
According to Gerry in a five-year study of several hundred state and local
education special education administrators, eight crucially needed policy vacuums could
be easily identified by a determination of the following:
1. related services required to benefit those in special education (34. C.F.R.
300.13);
2. circumstances under which a handicapped child could be suspended or
expelled, if any (C.F.R. 300.300);
3. services provided children in voluntary enrolled non-public schools
(C.F.R. 300.450-452);
4. circumstances under which a handicapped child should be provided
services in education regarding days of the year and hours of the day (34.
C.F.R. 200.4 and 41);
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5. circumstances for a child’s placement in a residential facility made for
educational reasons and when local districts fully finance the responsible
(34. C.F.R. 300.550-552);
6. circumstances when the severity of a handicap should receive services in
a more restrictive alternative because education can not be achieved
satisfactorily in less restrictive environment through the use of
supplementary aids and services (34. C.F.R. 200-500);
7. how tests can be used free of racial, cultural or sex basis (34. C.F.R.
200-530;
8. circumstances of awarding regular secondary diploma should a
handicapped student reach maximum age and met I.E.P. instructional
objectives (34. C.F.R. 300.300).
Some existing policy has and still is plagued by a continuous series of old
problems and evolving new ones. Issues have surfaced that require major policy
reclassification: individual education program requirement, provision of psychotherapy
as a related service, surrogate parent requirement, suspension and expulsion policies
concerning the handicapped and catheterization policies. Other issues of the early 1980s
have been:
1. additional policy development concerned with related services;
2. child identification and evaluation;
3. definition of specific learning disabilities in operational terms;
4. fashioning collaborative interagency agreements;
5. clear and timely policy guidance;
6. inconsistent policy interpretations;
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7. required policy on provision of related services to eligible handicapped
children;
8. optional state policy on financial responsibility;
9. unilaterally placement in school as a facility by another agency;
10. required policy of timelines for lEP development and implementation;
11. required timelines on re-evaluation of handicapped children;
12. required policy on parental consent. (Gerry).
Perspectives on Model Policy Formation
In view of the immense issues surrounding the development of policy, Gil (1973)
has given a classic reference for social policy reform. Philosophical attention is directed
toward the conceptualization of social policy in a broad context. Gils’ relevance to
shaping or reshaping attitudes that formulate social policy for the whole of society has
implications for human rights and education of the handicapped in public schools.
Although different social policy theorists have different perspectives on
philosophical concepts, Gil has stated that a recent trend is evolving toward a
comprehensive and abstract formulation of the social policy. Social policy theorists are
looking at broad perspectives of social policies as opposed to mere potential solutions.
They are concerned with the powerful underlying causes of social problems. Translated
to policy making decisions for handicapped children in public schools, such ideas could
focus attention of preventive measures as facilitators for social change.
Gil stated that valid models of social policies should have as their purpose an
expansion of understanding, a facilitation of analysis of specific social problems and
consequences to aid the development of alternative policies. It should also be
understood that these policies are guiding principles as a course of action and pursued by
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societies and their governments.
Gil has also offered a framework for social policy analysis and synthesis in which
issues are dealt with by model policy. He advocated that values, premises, and
theoretical positions should be objective and substantive effects of policy considered.
Interaction effects between the policy and forces surrounding its development and
implementation should be included. The framework should also comprise the
development of alternative social policy comparison and evaluation. Gil suggested that
the following are needed in the social policy arena:
1. commitment to an explicit set of social policy relevant to a value premise;
2. definition criteria for evaluating its own existing or newly proposed social
policy and for the development of its’ own alternative policies
irrespective of the substantive content of a given policy issue;
3. focus on the restructuring of society as a whole;
4. rejection of intergroup political competition or pursuit of separate interest.
5. a belief that true equality is when no individual group maintains a
privileged position in relation to all other individuals; and
6. a direction toward principles’ causes as opposed to groups causes.
While Gil looked at social policy and social change for society. Wood has given
direction for education administrators to aid in policy formulation. Moving from
abstract social policy theory to the development of social policy for the education of
handicapped students. Wood layed the foundation for model policy development
concerning the use of nontraditional education intervention to manage problem behavior
in the public classroom. Wood also approached the issue of policy development from
the prospective of public educators. He has offered seemingly reasonable and
comprehensive guidelines. Emphasis is not only on policy development but also the
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training of school staff members. Wood identified 20 elements which are essential to
model policy development:
1. need for procedural summary statement;
2. definitions of terminology;
3. efficacy of danger of the procedure;
4. referral to local regulations;
5. referral to state regulations;
6. referral to federal regulations;
7. court decision affecting the handicapped student;
8. actions to be taken prior, during, and after use of a procedure;
9. recordkeeping and retention of records;
10. general policy statement;
11. policy statement referencing time out or isolation;
12. policy statement referencing corporal punishment;
13. policy statement referencing physical restraint;
14. policy statement referencing deprivation, i.e. suspension, seclusion from
activities;
15. awareness promoting of how staff and community are to be informed of
policy and procedures;
16. policy statement referencing the use of behaviormodification;
17. handling of complaints and appeals;
18. useful resources of location for good information concerning laws,
regulations etc.;
19. introductory background statement;
20. role specification.
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Wood’s Variables for the Development ofModel Policy
When turned into practice, model policy is designed to be instructive regarding
those procedures, behaviors, actions, and decisions, etc, required to comply with existing
laws. School districts operating with less than model policies leave open the potential
for law violations. For example, if no model policy exists with reference to the treatment
of severely behavior disordered students in public schools, the potential for human rights
violation by teachers and administrators exist. In addition, school districts may also
leave themselves open for costly law suits by disgruntled parents.
Wood has gained attention from professionals when issues regarding the
treatment of severe behavior disordered students their human rights, and the
development of policy surfaced. (Pomes, Sinclair, & Russel 1982); (Peterson & Rosell
1982); (Morse 1985). The review of the literature indicated a paucity of information
referencing policy development for the handicapped student in public school districts. It
would appear that Wood is most expressive in addressing issues of adversive treatment,
human rights and policy development for this populous. Also, the notion of Model
Policy for this populous seems to be void of written information.
Wood particularly addresses controversial treatment strategies of behavior
modification in managing the severe behavior disordered. The inappropriate use of
behavior modification techniques have attracted professional attention (Walker 1982).
Wood has provided a cautious rationale and sample policy/procedure statements.
Significantly important is his emphasis on training staff members (Downs 1982). He
also has emphasized the importance of accurate recordkeeping and supervision. More
likely. Wood’s model will result in efficient programs and safeguard public school
districts from problems in the goverance of severe behavior disordered students
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(Werth 1982). Therefore, Wood’s approach to model policy developments seems to be
presently most valuable to use for public school districts serving handicapped students as
opposed to a more generalized social policy formation of social change.
Need for Present Study
Since the advent of P.L. 94-142 is so recent, there is a paucity of studies
investigating the degree to which model policy exists in this arena. Thus, it would
obviously be useful to examine and review present policies of some school districts on a
national level to determine the present state of the art of model policy regarding the
treatment of students with severe behavior disorders.
Purpose of Present Study
The purpose of this study is to determine if model policy exists governing the
treatment of those students at the elementary level according to these elements proposed
in the development of policy by Wood. The secondary purpose of the study will be to
pinpoint those areas in need of policy formation or the strengthening of existing policy.
Information concerning the development of policy for students with severe behavior
problems would be helpful. Such information would be useful in problem clarification
and promote a collective effort among local school districts, school administrators,
teachers, and parents to work together toward common goals in the treatment of students
with severe behavior disorders.
Limitations
The data generated from this study may only be generalized to public school
districts in large city school with a student population of at least 35,000 students and an
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urban population of over 250,000 residents. Forty-three districts were polled for
information on policy regarding the treatment of severe behavior disordered students.
All forty-three districts were members of the Council of Great City Schools.
Study Hypotheses
It is hypothesized that large city public school districts that have policies
governing the treatment of severe behavior disordered students at the elementary level
will exhibit weaknesses overall in those variables addressed by Wood.
It is also hypothesized that no model policy exists among large city public school
districts governing the treatment for severe behavior disordered students at the
elementary level.
Definition of Terms
Definition of terms have been presented below to clarify the use of these terms as
they are presented in this research study.
1. Severe behavior disordered - those students who exhibit consistent extreme
behavioral excesses. Such behavior may include aggression against others,
self-abrusive behaviors, destruction of property, tandoims, masturbation, extreme
non-compliance, and stealing (Singer & Irvin).
2. Intrusive techniques - a causative agent producing physical or psychological
distress to the recipient of the treatment. (Singer & Irvin)
3. Time-Out - withdrawal or removal of a reinforcing stimulus. This could refer to
the person or a condition or event. (Cuenin & Harris).
4. Corporal Punishment - any kind of punishment inflicted on the body. (Barton,
Bruelle, & Repp).
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5. Restraining - restriction of an individuals’ physical movement either by physical
ormechanical means. (Barton, Bmelle, & Repp).
6. Aversive - use of specific continuous painful or noxious stimulus. (Cast).




This study consisted of individual and aggregate policy analysis of twenty
variables discussed in "Elements of Model Policy" according to Wood (1982) for the
treatment of public school students with severe behavior disorders. Methods utilized for
the study are detailed below. The study period commenced March 15, 1988 and
terminated June 17,1988.
Site. Respondent School District
The Council of the Great City Schools is a membership organization comprised
of 45 of the nation’s largest urban public school districts. It has a superintendent and one
Board of Education member representing each school system. Membership is open to
urban public school systems that are located in cities with a population over 250,000 or
have an enrollment ofmore than 35,000 students.
The purpose of the Council is to promote improvement of education in the Great
City Schools through research, legislation, advocacy, and special projects. Its location is
in Washington, D.C. The Council maintains a member list of all its urban public school
systems.
The Council was formally incorporated in 1961 as an outgrowth of urban
superintendents and Board of Education members who believed that problems facing
large urban school districts were receiving little attention at the national level. Since it’s
incorporation, the Council has sponsored many fact-finding, research and assistance
programs on issues vital to the urban community which have gained the attention of
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Congress and the Nation.
The Council promotes communications between its’ member districts, other
school systems, and among legislators and government officials who determine national
educational policy direction. The Council involves itself in activities of public
advocacy, special projects, legislative, events, and research. It’s staff helps in the
development of policy fi’om reliable and valid information sources and communicates
this information to its members and outside agencies. For the purpose of this study all
public school districts belonging to the Council were polled.
Sample
The subject pool sample included the entire member list of the Council of Great
City Schools representing forty-three school districts. The study sample consisted of
those twenty-one member school districts responding to initial or follow-up letters sent
to the Director of Special Educator for each school district.
In the initial letter, respondents were asked to send current information such as
policies, guidelines, regulations, booklets, pamphlets etc., concerning the treatment of
students with severe behavior disorders in public schools (See Appendix 1). Twenty-one
member districts responded. A checklist was used and data recorded for any of those
school districts that sent data in response to the initial letter.
A follow-up letter was mailed to any of those districts’ Special Education
Directors who did not respond. It was again requested that information concerning the
treatment of the severe behavior disordered student in their school districts be mailed to
the researcher (see Appendix 2 and Procedures A and C). An additional five member
school districts responded to the follow-up letter.
It was expected that the information obtained fi'om the public school districts
would represent various geographical locations within the United States. This provided
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a national perspective on the state of the art in large public school districts
regarding treatment of the severe behavior disordered student population.
Instrumentation
Three instruments were used to obtain study data and to test the two study
hypotheses. These instruments are listed below. Form I: "(Total Sample of Responses
to Imtial and Follow Up Letter in Numbers (#) and Percentage (%)" designed by the
researcher was for the purpose of determining how many Directors of Special Education
responded to the initial and follow up letter, (see Appendix III)
Form H: "Overall Scores. Average Scores, and Overall Policy Rating", was
designed by the researcher to measure the adequacy of each member districts’ policy as
adapted from 20 variables ofmodel policy considered important by Wood (see Appendix
IV).
Form ni: "Aggregate Average/Mean Score and Overall Policy Rating", was
designed by the researcher to measure the degree to which each of the twenty variables
are or arc not present in the study sample which consisted of the responding school
districts’ policies (see Appendix V).
Both rating scales contain twenty variables which were considered necessary in
the formulation of model policies for students with severe behavior disorders according
toWood. The twenty variables were:
1. need for procedural summary statement;
2. definitions;
3. efficacy of dangers of practice;
4. referral to local regulations;
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5. referral to state regulations;
6. referral to federal regulations;
7. court decisions;
8. action to be taken;








17. handling of complaints and appeals;
18. useful resources;
19. introductory background statement;
20. role specification.
Scoring
Frequency Analysis was calculated for Form I: Total Sample of Responses and
Follow-up Letter in Number (#1 and Percentage (%) (N=211: a score was achieved by
calculating the number of member district responses to the initial and follow-up letters.
A percentage score was also calculated for the number of member district responses to
the initial and follow-up letter. A total score in numbers and percents was calculated
from the combined scores of member districts response to the initial and follow-up
letters (see Table I).
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Form n: Aggregate. Average/Mean Score and Overall Policy Rating: the
identical twenty variables obtained from Form HI necessary in model policy formulation
adapted from Wood were used. Each score obtained from each of the twenty variables
on Form in was recorded and totaled to achieve an aggregate score and recorded on
Table n (see Table II). An average/mean score was calculated for each of the twenty
variables. The highest and only mean score to be achieved for each variable was a score
of five. A mean score of five demonstrated that this variable was present among
policies. Mean scores less than five reflected that this variable was not present among
policies. Each variable was then rated overall as being Weak. Very Weak. Somewhat
Strong, or Very Strong. Consequently, the lower the mean score, the greater the gap that
existed or was present across study policies. The scores would be utilized to accept or
reject Hypothesis.
Form ni: Overall Scores Average Scores, and Overall Policy Ratings (N=21k
each of the twenty variables either received a score of five if that variable was found
present or a score of zero if that variable was found absent. The only score to be
achieved for each variable was either five or zero. The frequency of which each of the
twenty variable appeared in a policy was calculated and recorded. An overall score was
calculated. An average score was also calculated. Each variable received a rating score
according to a rating scale. Each variable was then determined Inadequate. Adequate, or
Model. Scores between 60-85 were determined to be Adequate. Scores of 90-1(X) were
determined Model. An overall policy rating was achieved. The scores would be utilized
to accept or reject the Hypothesis (see Table HI).
This scale contained the identical twenty variables obtained from Form HI




There were five procedures connected to this study. They were: Procedures, A,
B, C, D, and E. They are detailed below.
Procedure A; Initial Letter
A letter was mailed to each Special Education Director of the members of the
Council of Great City Schools on March 15, 1988. This letter requested policies, rules,
regulations, booklets, pamphlets, or guidelines concerned with the treatment of students
with severe behavior disorders in their school-based programs. They were mailed by the
researcher. A self-addressed envelope was enclosed in the letter to facilitate efficiency
ofmailing responses. It was requested that this information be returned to the researcher
at the address on the envelope within three weeks. The letter was typed on the
University of Atlanta’s stationery in order to add greater credibility to the research study
(see Appendix I).
A 35 percent response rate was expected based upon typical researched mail
response rate. However, the return response was not limited to that percentage when the
responses were greater than the quota of fifteen returns. Fifteen returns would have been
in accord with that percentage of 35 percent.
Procedure B: Checklist
A checklist was developed listing current Council of Great City School’s member
districts to whom the initial letter was sent. The districts that responded were marked off
and the response dated by each district’s name. Those districts that did not respond were
mailed a follow-up letter (see Appendix II).
Procedure C:
A follow-up to the initial letter was mailed by the researcher on May 27, 1988 to
all Special Education Directors of the members of the Council of Great City Schools
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who did not yet respond to the first letter. A final request was made for written
information such as manuals, policies, or guidelines concerning the treatment of students
with severe behavior disorders in school-based programs. This letter will be mailed May
27, 1988. A request was made for the return of information within two weeks.
Participating schools were assured that confidentiality would be maintained with
reference to any materials emanating from the study.
Procedure D:
A dichotomous rating scale was adapted from Wood. After obtaining all the
information, policies were read, coded, and rated according to the presence or absence of
twenty variables listed on Form H. (see Appendix IV). All responses were then assigned
a code and referred to by code as opposed to school districts at this point on. Results of
the study were offered to interested school districts returning responses at this time.
Procedure E; Data Analysis
After coding, data were analyzed. Since this study involved no pre or post-test
and no experimental and initial conditions, etc., relatively simple statistical procedures
were utilized. They were: calculation of mean, percentage, frequency and measures of
variability and frequency analysis, etc.
Data Collection
All mailed in responses was collected by the researcher from Atlanta University,




In this chapter, results of the study are detailed. Member respondent
demographics and data to test the two hypothesis are included in Section A and B:
Section A. Member Respondent Demographic Data
Frequency Analysis was used to calculate the number and percent of member
respondents replying to the initial and follow up letter as compared to the total sample.
Calculations were also likewise determined for the sex of thos Directors of Special
Education employed by school districts who were members of the Council of Great City
Schools as described in Table I presented below:
Tabtol
Total Sample by Sex and Responses to Intlal and Follow*up
Letter In Numbers (#) and Percentage (%) (N=21)
A Initial Letter B. Follow Up C. Total Sample
# -16 #-5 #-21
%-72.2 %-23.8 %-100
Initial Letter. There were 16 (or 76.2%) member respondents. Of those, 6 (or
37.5%) were female and 10 (or 62.5%) were male.
Follow Up Letter. There were 6 (or 23.8%) respondents. Of those, 3 (or 60%)
were female and 2 (or 40%) were male.
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Section B. Hypotheses
Results were achieved by calculating Measures of Central Tendency to test the
study hypotheses. There were two non statistical hypotheses posed for this study.
Twenty model policy variables as advocated by Woods were examined and scored (see
Chapter II, Scoring). Results for each of these hypotheses for this study period are listed
below;
Hypothesis One - stated that there would be weaknesses overall in policies
governing the treatment of severe behavior disordered students at the elementary level
among public school districts belonging to the Council of Great City Schools. This
hypothesis was accepted.
As shown in Table n when looking at Policy Variable #1: Need for Procedural
Summary Statement, an aggregate score of 40 and a average mean score of 1.90 was
achieved. Therefore, this variable received a weak rating.
As shown in Table II, Pohcy Variable #2: Definition, an aggregate score of 40
and a average mean score of 1.90 was achieved for the member respondents. Therefore,
this variable received a weak rating.
As shown in Table II, Policy Variable #3: Efficacy of Dangers of Practice, an
aggregate score of 20 and a average mean score of .95 was achieved. Therefore, this
variable received a very weak rating.
As shown in Table H, Policy Variable #4: Local Regulations. Referral to, an
aggregate score of 40 and a average mean score of 1.90 was achieved.
Therefore, this variable received a weak rating.
As shown in Table H, Policy Variable #5 State Regulations Referral to, an
aggregate score of 65 and a average mean score of 3.10 was achieved. Therefore, this
variable received a weak rating.
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As shown in Table H, Policy Variable #6, Federal Regulations. Referral to, an aggregate
score of 40 and a average mean score of 1.90 was achieved. Therefore, this variable
received a weak rating.
As shown in Table H, Policy Variable #7, Court Decisions, an aggregate score of
25 and a average mean score of 1.19 was achieved. Therefore, this variable received a
weak rating.
As shown in Table 11, Policy Variable #8, Action to be Taken, an aggregate score
of 75 and a average mean of 3.57 was achieved. Therefore, this variable received a
somewhat strong rating.
As shown in Table H, Policy Variable #9, Record-keeping & Retention, an
aggregate score of 45 and an average mean score of 2.14 was achieved. Therefore, this
variable received a weak rating.
As shown in Table H, Policy Variable #10, Policy Statement, an aggregate score
of 15 and an average mean score of .714 was achieved. Therefore, this variable received
a very weak rating.
As shown in Table II, Policy Variable #11, Time Qut/Isolation. an aggregate
score of 30 and an average mean score of 1.43 was achieved. Therefore, this variable
received a weak rating.
As shown in Table II, Policy Variable #12, Physical Restraint, an aggregate score
of 35 and an average mean score of 1.66 was achieved. Therefore, this variable received
a weak rating.
As shown in Table H, Policy Variable #13, Corporal Punishment, an aggregate
score of 25 and a average mean score of 1.19 was achieved. Therefore, this variable
received a weak rating.
As shown in Table H, Policy Variable #14, Deprivation, an aggregate score of 40
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and a average mean score of 1.90 was achieved. Therefore, this variable received a weak
rating.
As shown in Table H, Policy Variable #15, Awareness Promoting, an aggregate
score of 25 and an average mean score of 1.19 were achieved. Therefore, this variable
received a weak rating.
As shown in Table n #16 Behavior Modification, an aggregate score of 55 and an
average mean score of 2.61 were achieved. Therefore, this variable received a weak
rating.
As shown in Table 11, Policy Variable #17, Handling of Complaints & Appeals.
an aggregate score of 45 and an average mean score of 2.14 were achieved. Therefore,
this variable received a weak rating.
As shown in Table H, Policy Variable #18, Useful Resources, an aggregate score
of 30 and an average mean score of 1.43 were achieved. Therefore, this variable
received a weak rating.
As shown in Table II, Policy Variable #19, Introductory Background Statement.
an aggregate score of 40 and an average mean of 1.90 were achieved. Therefore, this
variable received a weak rating.
As shown in Table II, Policy Variable #20, Role Specification, an aggregate
score of 35 and an average mean score of 1.66 were achieved. Therefore, this variable
received a weak rating.
On the average, overall model policy for the 20 Policy Variables received a weak
rating. Consequently, the hypothesis that public school districts belonging to the Council
of Great City Schools exhibited weakness overall in those areas addressed by Wood’s
(1982) Elements of Model Policy was accepted.
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Hypothesis Two stated that no model policy exists among public school districts
belonging to the Council of Great City Schools regarding the treatment of behavior
disordered students at the elementary level according to Wood.
As shown in Table III when Policy Variable #1, Need for Policy Summary
Statement, was tallied for the 21 member respondents, the total score achieved was 40.
Of 21 policies so rated, this variable was present for 8 (or 38%) of the member
respondents. However, it was absent for 13 (or 62%) of the member respondents.
Consequently, this model policy was rated as inadequate.
As shown in Table HI, when Policy Variable #2, Definition, was tallied, the total
score was 40 of the 21 policies so rated, this variable was present for 8 (or 38%) of the
member respondents. However, it was absent for 13 (or 62%) of the member
respondents. Consequendy, this model policy was rated as inadequate.
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As shown in Table HI, when Policy Variable #3, Efficacy of Dangers of Practice,
was tallied, the total score achieved was 20. Of the 21 so rated, this variable was present
for 4 (or 19%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 17 (or 81%) of
the member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated inadequate.
As shown in Table HI, when Policy Variable #4, Local Regulations. Referral to,
was tallied, the total score achieved was 40. Of 21 policies so rated, this variable was
present for 8 (or 38%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 13 (or
62%) of the member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated
inadequate.
As shown in Table III when Policy Variable #5, State Regulations, was tallied,
the total score achieved was 65. Of 21 policies so rated, this variable was present for 13
(or 62%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 8 (or 38%) of the
member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated as inadequate.
As shown in Table HI, when Policy Variable #6, Federal Regulation. Referral to,
was tallied, the total score was 40. Of the 21 policies so rated, this variable was present
for 8 (or 38%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 13 (or 62%) of
the member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated as inadequate.
As shown in Table HI, when Policy Variable #7, Court Decisions, was tallied, the
total score achieved was 25. Of the 21 so rated, this variable was present for 5 (or 24%)
of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 16 (or 80%) of the member
respondents. Consequently, this model policy as rated inadequate.
As shown in Table HI, when Policy Variable #8, Action to be Taken, was tallied,
the total score achieved was 75. Of 21 policies so rated, this variable was present for 15
(or 71%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 6 (or 29%) of the
member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated inadequate.
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As shown in Table III, when Policy Variable #9, Recordkeeping & Retention.
was tallied, the total score achieved was 45. Of 21 policies so rated, this variable was
present for 9 (or 43%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 12 (or
57%) of the member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated as
inadequate.
As shown in Table HI, when Policy Variable #10, Policy Statement, was tallied,
the total score was 30. Of the 21 policies so rated, this variable was present for 3 (14%)
of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 18 (or 86%) of the member
respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated as inadequate.
As shown in Table III, when Policy Variable #11, Time Out/Isolation, was
tallied, the total score achieved was 35. Of the 21 so rated, this variable was present for
6 (or 29%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 15 (or 71%) of the
member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated inadequate.
As shown in Table III, when Policy Variable #12, Physical Restraint, was tallied,
the total score achieved was 35. Of 21 policies so rated, this variable was present for 7
(or 33%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 14 (or 67%) of the
member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated inadequate.
As shown in Table III, when Policy Variable #13, Corporal Punishment, was
tallied, the total score achieved was 25. Of 21 policies so rated, this variable was present
for 5 (or 24%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 16 (or 76%) of
the member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated as inadequate.
As shown in Table III, when Policy Variable #14, Deprivation. Referral to, was
tallied, the total score was 40. Of the 21 policies so rated, this variable was present for 8
(or 38%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 13 (or 62%) of the
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member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated as inadequate.
As shown in Table in, when Policy Variable #15, Awareness Promoting, was
tallied, the total score achieved was 25. Of the 21 so rated, this variable was present for
5 (or 24%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 16 (or 76%) of the
member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated inadequate.
As shown in Table in, when Policy Variable #16, Behavior Modification, was
tallied, the total score achieved was 55. Of 21 policies rated, this variable was present
for 11 (or 52%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 10 (or 48%) of
the member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated inadequate.
As shown in Table in, when Policy Variable #17, Handling of Complaints &
Appeals, was tallied, the total score achieved was 45. Of 21 policies so rated, this
variable was present for 9 (or 43%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent
for 12 (or 57%) of the member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was
rated as inadequate.
As shown in Table in, when Policy Variable #18, Useful Resources, was tallied,
the total score was 30. Of the 21 policies so rated, this variable was
present for 6 (or 29%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 15 (or
71%) of the member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated as
inadequate.
As shown in Table III, when Policy Variable #19, Introductory Background
Statement, was tallied, the total score achieved was 40. Of the 21 so rated, this variable
was present for 8 (or 38%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 13
(or 62%) of the member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated
inadequate.
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As shown in Table III, when Policy Variable #20, Role Snecificarinn was tallied,
the total score achieved was 35. Of 21 policies so rated, this variable was present for 7
(or 33%) of the member respondents. However, it was absent for 14 (or 67%) of the
member respondents. Consequently, this model policy was rated inadegnatp.
Presented below is Table HI which summarizes the data discussed above.
In addition, when the 20 individual policy ratings were examined for 21 member
respondents, it was found that the Policy Variable mean average was 38 1/4. Therefore,
when these 20 Pcijcy Variables were rated overall, that rating easily fell into the range of
Inadgquatg- Consequently, the hypothesis that no model policy exists among public
school districts belonging to the Council of the Great City Schools for the treatment of
behavior disordered students at the public school according toWoods was accepted.
Tabla III
Overall Scores, Average Scores, and Overall Policy Ratings (N=21)
....
^
Variables Overall Score Policy Rating
1. Need for Procedural Summary 40 inadequate
2. Definitions 40 inadequate
3. Efficacy of Dangers 20 inadequate
4. Local Regulations, Referral to 40 inadequate
5. State Regulations, Referral to 65 adequate
6. Federal Regulations, Referral to 40 inadequate
7. Court Decisions 25 inadequate
8. Action to be taken 75 adequate
9. Recordkeeping & retention 45 inadequate
10. Policy Statement 15 inadequate
11. Time Out/Isolation 30 inadequate
12. Physical Restraint 35 inadequate
13. Corporal Punishment 25 inadequate
14. Deprivation 40 inadequate
15. Awareness Promoting 25 inadequate
16. Behavior Modification 55 inadequate
17. Handling of Complaints & Appeals 45 inadequate |
18. Useful Resources 30 inadequate










AVERAGE SCORE 3S 1/4
35
OVERALL POLICV RATING ln«<«»qu«l«
CHAPTER rV
DISCUSSION
This study analyzed public school districts’ policies in large city schools with a
population of more than 35,000 concerning the treatment of students with severe
behavior disorders. It has been alleged that these students’ human rights are being
violated under the guidelines of P.L. 94-142. P.L. 94-142 guarantees the right of all
handicapped students to receive a free and appropriate education in the least restrictive
environment.
An examination of results obtained from this study implied that the overall
development of public school district policy for the treatment of students with severe
behavior problems is woefully inadequate. For example, it is clear that no model policy
exists. What does exist, however, is a wide range of diversity among variables and
approaches to policy development. Serious policy vacuums exist that if filled would
promote cooperation among professionals and those who live in the community. (Gerry)
and (Fomess).
The formulation of policy is the basis for sound treatment programs. Therefore,
this study looked at large public school districts’ policies concerning the treatment of
students with severe behavior disorders.
Two rating scales were developed by the researcher to interpret the data for
evaluating the two hypotheses. These data were received from the member respondents
of the public school districts.
An overall rating score for each policy was achieved by calculating an average
score. Policies that fell above or below the average score were determined to be
Adequate, Inadequate, or Model Policy. Several districts received an adequate score
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while the remaining ones received an inadequate score.
The rating scale, overall, reflected a rating score for each of the twenty variables
look for in public school districts’ policies. The strengths and weaknesses of each of the
twenty variables were determined by the rating scale. Variables that fell below an
average mean score were determined to be weak, somewhat weak, strong, or somewhat
strong. Only one policy variable received a somewhat strong rating. Two policy
variables received a very weak rating score while all others received a weak rating score.
Hypotheses Revisited
It was stated in Hypothesis One that public school policies for large city school
districts governing the treatment of severe behavior disordered students would exhibit
over weakness in Policy Variables according to those proposed by Wood. All twenty
policies received a rating of weak or very weak with the exception of one policy
variable. That Policy Variable #8, (Action to be Taken! received a somewhat strong
rating. Action to be Taken, concerned the suspension and expulsion of severe behavior
disordered students from public school classroom programs. Suspension and expulsion
of handicapped students have triggered the filing of lawsuits against some public school
districts. The most recent one was Honig v. Doe. January 1988. Because of this, public
school districts may have tended to give closer attention to the Policy Variable #8 Action
to be Taken regarding the suspension and expulsion laws. The somewhat strong rating
may be a reflection of administrative immediate concern since the passage of P.L.
94-142 mandating a free and appropriate education be given all handicapped students in
the least restrictive environment.
In the past, some public school districts have privileged themselves by
systematically suspending or expelling dangerous or disruptive students from school
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programs until resolution of the problem could be decided by administrative action or
court proceedings. Honig v. Doe prohibits this practice. It was decided by the Supreme
Court that a handicapped student may not be unilaterally excluded from school programs
when there is an administrative action or court proceeding pending growing out of that
student’s disability.
Surprisingly enough, the lowest rating of all variable was Policy Variable #3
(Efficacy of Dangers of Practice!. Dangers of Practice concerned warnings and
anticipation of effects that could occur if certain treatment strategies were used in public
school settings. Treatment strategies or practices could be any practice used to
intervene, modify, or change student behavior. This gives rise to such questions as: (1)
who determines treatment practices? (2) who sanctions those practices? (3) who will be
ultimately responsible for treatment outcomes? (4) how are these practices to be
implemented? It could be that administrators know little about outcomes of certain
treatment strategies and do not wish to expose themselves by addressing this matter
through policy. This could therefore account for such a low rating on this variable.
Some treatment practices commonly used for the severe behavior disordered that
have come to the attention of the courts are time-out, physical restraint and behavior
modification, (Morales v. Turman. Wyatt v. Stickney. Welsh v. Linkinsl. It is clear that
in view of these court decisions public support for treatment practices will not be
arbitarily sanctioned for school use. Schools will be held accountable for outcomes of
those treatment practices. The formulation of policy may be helpful in this matter by
setting appropriate expectations and promoting the public’s confidence in schools.
Results for Hypothesis One indicated a need for strengthening existing Policy
Variables or including those Policy Variables found absent. Overall, it did appear that
lack of policy development on a national level has contributed to the confusion
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referencing treatment of that handicapped populous among educators, parents, and the
courts.
It was stated in Hypothesis Two that no model policy exists in large city school
districts according to those variables endorsed by Wood governing the treatment of
students with severe behavior disorders. Each of the twenty Policy Variables displayed
received a rating of inadequate (or an average score below 60). While more than half of
those Policy Variables were rated above the average score, no score was rated high
enough to be determined as "model". It is interesting to note that while school districts
struggle with the formulation of policy, the lowest rating received on any policy variable
was that which identified a policy statement. A policy statement is a statement for
public document that covers a procedure formally adopted by the elected or appointed
school board or an advisory committee.
The highest score received was for Action to be Taken. This policy variable
addresses the suspension and expulsion of students. Administrators are more likely to be
aware of the variable because it is a serious matter to exclude students from attending
school. It may be that those who write policy for public school districts did not have the
experience and expertise necessary to do this. It is also likely that public school districts
are attempting to avoid written policy that could cause conflict between themselves and
the community they serve.
All responding public school districts were rated as having inadequate policy
overall. This reflects a need for those districts to evaluate overall absences of or
weaknesses of policy effect in order to avoid costly legal entanglements and the violation
of human right issues for the severe behavior disordered student.
Violations of human rights under the Constitution of the United States are those
laws about which parents have expressed concern in their efforts to protect the rights of
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their handicapped child. Some complaints have alleged violation of the Fourteenth
Amendment which guarantees equal protection and due process clauses. Also, the
Vocational-Rehabilitation Act 1973, Section 504, prohibits discrimination on the basis of
handicaps. Then too, the Eighth Amendment addresses cruel and unusual punishment,
while the First Amendment addresses religious and personal freedoms. It is expected
that public school districts should practice the protection of human rights for all.
Public school districts were very much aware of Policy Variable #5 State
Regulations which received a rating of 8, while Policy Variable #6 Federal Regulations
received a modest rating score. State Regulations are set up to monitor compliance of
Federal Regulations. Each state approaches this in a different manor. Public school
districts may tend to concentrate more on State Regulations rather than look at the total
picture. It is at the federal level that some law suits have been litigated. It seems likely
that a broadened awareness by the districts could prevent some legal entanglements by
creating awareness of sensitive issues.
Barton, Bmell, & Repp, looked at the issue of restraint and stated that the use of
restraint as a technique seems to be unsanctioned. Less than half of the responding
districts addressed this through policy, and of those who did, few elaborated on its use.
While restraint may be used to prevent injury to self and others, physical restraint can
pose problems when excessive pressure is applied. It could easily be miscontrued as
punishment and may be difficult to tell where restraint stops and punishment begins.
Corporal punishment however, is forbidden with handicapped persons. (Barton,
Bruelle, & Repp,). Over a quarter percent of school districts did address this Policy
Variable #3 (Corporal Punishment!. While Corporal Punishment! is forbidden those
districts that did address the issue indicated an awareness of its use as opposed to
districts that did not address this policy variable. It seems likely that a policy statement
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addressing the use of corporal punishment would influence the behavior of teachers,
administrators or any others to avoid such practices. It could be interpreted that districts
who did not address this variable may not have the problem or may condone its use
through omission.
Over half of the responding school districts addressed Policy Variable #16:
(Behavior Modification! (see Table II). However, noticably absence in policy were any
guidelines and other information concerning how policy was to be used. Most districts
did not have programs that identified what behavioral strategies would be acceptable to
use, who would be responsible, how and what would be recorded and what rewards or
consequences would be given. Although behavior modification is a treatment technique
with specific identifiable and measurable strategies, most school districts tended to treat
this matter generically.
Quite possibly, those who write district policy may not understand enough about
Behavior Modification to develop its use into policy. It could be that districts are again
attempting to avoid any controversy that might arise from parents of those handicapped
students by not telling all to parents or the general public.
The use of behavior modification strategies when poorly defined present
problems of interpretation (Singer & Irvin). Interpretation may differ among
professionals and community attitudes. However, some districts did define operational
guidelines for these strategies. Time-out or Isolation is a popular strategy used by
seventy-percent of teachers. (Zabel). As a variable in this study. Policy Variable #11
Time Out/Isolation was reported as less used than Policy Variable #16 Behavior
Modification, (refer to Form IB). Time Out may be considered as an intrusive technique
by the coiuts and has resulted court litigations, (Morales v. Turman). (Cuenin & Harris).
Intrasive is defined as being a causative agent producing physical or psychological
41
distress to the recipient of treatment (Singer & Irvin). Of twenty-one districts
responding, only one district using the Time Out strategy gave specific detail to its
implementation and management. Other policy data reflected no guidelines governing
length of time, management, place, or personnel involved. Interestingly, Cast cautioned
teachers to become knowledgeable of the legality of it’s use to avoid misuse and possible
law suits.
It was also interesting to note that Awareness Promoting Policy Variable #5 (i.e.
a planned method to in-service teachers, keep professionals and the community aware of
current issues). It received the same low ratings as did Policy Variables #3 Court
Decisions and #13 Corporal Punishment (see Table II). This may indicate that school
districts are paying little attention to bottom line issues that are conflict oriented and
form public emotion. Concern for human rights, civil rights, and the treatment of
children are public issues.
The examination of overall public school district policies on the treatment of
student with severe behavior disorders revealed little uniformity in Policy Variables.
The present or absence of variables ranged in scores from 15-75 (refer to Table HI). The
extent to which policy was covered ranged from very little information of substance to
that of extensive information on procedures and guidelines. Policy Variables present in
policies of the responding member districts were given broad latitude in scoring. Each
Policy Variable received a score if present in a policy. Some districts presented detailed
guidelines while others mentioned the Policy Variable briefly in a few sentences.
Therefore, the quality of these Policy Variables was not addressed in the study. Some
districts did however, have well developed procedural guidelines for decision making in
regular education. This was particularly true of rules for suspension and expulsion,
since the courts have ruled on this matter, and put public school districts on guard.
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However, left unaddressed was the specificity for management of severe behavior
disordered students. Public school districts as an educational institution must now began
to grapple with the dynamics of the human personality when coping with the severe
behavior disordered. It appears likely that these districts may lack training in this area
and have not effected a plan to appropriately benefit from the assistance of mental health
professions and the services they could provide. It appears that cooperate efforts will be
needed to intervene in the total education of the handicapped. Additionally, results of
this study strongly suggest that the pitfalls of policy making can be attributed to those
who make policy. Qualifications of policy markers should require expertise and
experience. It seems likely that many public school administrators lack those skills
necessary for formulation of model policy. This leaves the student with behavior
disorders at risk for mistreatment if looking to districts for the protection of their human
rights when districts choose to operate without well formulated policy to meet their
needs.
Several school districts also reported that they were in need of assistance and
others stated that they were in the process of revising or developing plans for program
and management of severe behavior disordered students. Those districts that did not
respond to the initial letter but did respond to the follow up letter sent little information
or sent a letter that stated that they had no written policy. It could be assumed that those
districts that did not respond possibly had no written policy either. Therefore, it may be
useful for future studies to follow up for more information.
Data concerning the prevalence of handicapping conditions were not requested,
but would have been interesting to know in looking at effects and demography.
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Methodology Issues
The methodology used to collect the data posed some problems. The self
addressed envelope sent with the letter tended to influence the quality and quantity
of material returned by respondents. For example, most respondents either returned the
envelope, returned the envelope with the letter sent them or returned it with their own
written letter. It would appear that some directors determined the size and amount of
data to be sent by the size of the envelope. Specificity of the terminology used in the
letter was not clear and may have raised questions by respondents and perhaps
influenced the response rate. For example, to whom exactly did the terminology"severe
behavior disorder" apply in relation to the district’s temtinology of categorial definition?
Additionally, was severe behavior disordered, serious emotionally disturbed, severe
emotionally handicapped, or severely behaviorally disturbed one and the same? One
public school district stated that it did not have a program for severe behavior disordered
but did have one for severely emotionally handicapped. Another public school district
stated that it did not have a program for severe behavior disordered students and
contracted with outside agencies to provide service. Those agencies have been approved
by the state to provide educational services.
The debate over terminology is developing a lengthy history since the passage of
P.L. 94-142 ten years ago. There is no consensus among professionals in mental health,
education, medicine, and politics. How the severe disordered will be referred to was one
of the categorical problems, (Bower). This dilemma probably impacted the mail
response because it was not clear as to who the subject was. It would have been more
helpful to describe some of the characteristics of the handicapping condition as approved
under federal guidelines. Most states include federal characteristics in their regulations
and it is generally known by special educators.
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One of the difficulties of this kind of research is the time constraint placed on
data gathering. The fact that materials may not be ready for mailing is another problem.
Some districts responded to say they were in the process of making revisions.
Determination of what data will be sent is dependent upon the objectivity of the sender.
The senders determine by their own choice what to mail. The data were an inconsistent
mixture of printed material. It varied in the format used, clarity of presentation and in its
length. Policy and the procedural guidelines covered, also ranged from several pages to
that of notebook size manuals. However, based upon research indicating that thirty five
percent mail response rate could be expected, this study response exceeded that
expectation. The response rate was that of forty-nine percent or almost one half of those
districts polled. This evidences an active concern among school districts coping with
policy issues of this sort.
Summary and Conclusions
It was found that large city, public school districts’ policies referencing the
treatment of severe behavior disordered students at the elementary level show
weaknesses overall in Policy Variables. It was also found that no model policy exists
among the large city public school districts referencing the treatment of this populous.
Therefore, there is a serious need to strengthen variables and formulate better policy than
now exists to protect those students’ human rights whom public school districts serve.
Since this research was by design, small, it should be considered as a pilot study.
However, its meaningful significance should not be diminished. For example, there is so
little research in this area of development of policy among large city public school
districts referencing the treatment of students with severe behavior disorders at the
elementary level. Conflict, confusion, among administrators, teachers, parents and other
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professionals may have been barriers to policy formulation. Issues that appear to be in
need of resolution are terminology, treatment practices, placement practices in state
categorical definitions and alleged violations of human rights. A surge of law suits at the
federal level has been brought by parents and concerned organizations against public
school districts. Because of these matters, the development of thoughtful administrative
policy would be an initial step in this problem resolution.
The state of the art for the treatment of students with severe behavior problems is
dismal. Policy voids, absence of policy, and existence of inappropriate policy have
contributed to conflict, confusion, and lawsuits against public school districts.
Administrators, teachers, parents, and other professionals are floundering in their efforts
to comprehensively serve the needs of those students. The courts are being called upon
to make decisions that educators could well make for themselves in consideration of
human right issues that would protect those students from mistreatment and
misunderstanding. The policy area appears to be generally barren of quality and
comprehensiveness.
In view of the state of the art in policy formulation for students with severe
behavior disorders, essentially model policy could:
1. reduce conflict and confusion among administrators, teachers, parents,
professionals, and the courts;
2. provide direction for quality service:
3. facilitate cooperation among school, community and other agencies;
4. set standards for the protection of human rights;
5. enhance the quality of life for the whole of society by alleviating dangers
faced;
6. clarify problematic issues
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7. raise the level of public awareness
8. influence acceptance and respect for human differences
9. promote peace and order within the school environment.
Although no policy is perfect and should be viewed as an evolving record, what
is critical is that it exemplifies serious thought by its developers. Public school districts
failure to formulate model policy can only lead to greater social disorganization and
dissatisfaction. This society is in the process of absorbing populations of diverse value
systems. Social reform and the prevalence of human rights issues are imminent. Public
school districts should now begin to hurry to keep up with these human concerns.
Directions for Future Research
In the future, research studies could contribute by concentrating on more
demographic information from member respondent school districts and sharpening
comparisons of policy development among public school district services. Certainly, it
would be both helpful and important to know more about specific treatment practices for
the severe behavior disordered as related to policy formulation. Information regarding
how programs are being operated in regard to policy would also be useful in providing
greater knowledge regarding the quality of services and any consequences encountered.
Knowing who is making policy and how policy affects attitudes would also be helpful.
Information on the delivery of services would also be useful in promoting alternative
services for this population.
Rural districts tend to be overlooked because of size and proximity by
officials. Although the population may be small social life experience are similar.
Therefore, future research should be inclusive of such districts. However, this research
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is only generalizable to large public school districts with a population of at least 25,000
students. The financial base for public school district operating funds is often limited.
This impacts upon service to the handicapped. Consequently, how districts arecoping
and what kinds of policy is emerging under federal guidelines need to be addressed.
This study limited itself to the large urban public school districts belonging to the
Council of Great City Schools. The area of policy development is fertile for more
investigation and would be of service to all.
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March 15, 1988
Dear Director:
I am conducting a random sample of school systems' policies,
rules, regulations or guidelines concerning public school treatment
of students with severe behavior disorders. This sampling will be
limited to those students in school districts that are members of
the Council of the Great City Schools. The information being com¬
piled will be used as part of a research study.
I am requesting copies of any statutes, policies, booklets,
pamphlets, inserts or other material related to your district's
treatment of students with severe behavior disorders.
I understand how difficult it is to extend your time and energy
to respond to daily requests, but am hopeful that you will be able
to assist me with this matter. I am enclosing a pre-paid postage
envelope for your response.
Thank you for your consideration and assistance in this
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Ms. Wylamerle Marshall
1450 NE Second Avenue
Miami, FL 33132
Dear Ms. Marshall:
This letter comes as a follow up on a random seunple letter
mailed to members of the Council of Great City Schools, March 15,
1988 in which we requested materials related to your school
districts' treatment of students with severe behavior disorders.
Those materials collected will be reviewed as part of a research
project being conducted under a critical time constraint.
Again we are hopeful that you could forward your most current
formal or informal written material concerned with the treatment
of students with severe behavior disorders at the lementary
level. Such material might include manuals, policies, guidelines,
etc.
The nature of this study is confidential and will be treated
as such on its' completion and final publication. We shall be
pleased to provide you with the results of the study if you
desire.
We are aware of and sensitive to the gross demands on your
time at this season of the year. However, we remain hopeful that
you will be able to assist in forwarding us such information by






FORM I: Total Sample by Sex and Responses to Initial and FoIlQw-Up Letter in Numbers (#)
and Percentage (%) (N = 21)
A. Initial Letter B. Follow Up C. Total Sample,
APPENDIX IV
FORM II: Overall Scores, Average Scores, and Overall Policy Ratings (N=21)
Variables Overall Score Policy Rating
1. Need for Procedural Summary
2. Definitions
3. Efficacy of Dangers
4. Local Regulations, Referral to
5. State Regulations, Referral to
6. Federal Regulations, Referral to
7. Court Decisions
8. Action to be taken








17. Handling of Complaints & Appeals
18. Useful Resources
19. Introductory Background Statements
20. Role Specifications
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1. Need for Procedural Summary
2. Definitions
3. Efficacy of Dangers
'
4. Local Regulations, Referral to
5. State Regulations, Referral to
6. Federal Regulations, Referral to
7. Court Decisions
3. Action to be taken
9. Recordkeeping & retention
10. Policy Statement






17. Handling of Complaints & Appeals
18. Useful Resources
19. Introductory Beckground Statements
20. Role Specifications
TOTALS
Rating Key
Very Weak (VW)
Weak (W)
Somewhat Strong (SS)
Strong ( S)
Score
